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world food security increasingly […] pivot[s] on the 
cheap surpluses of the industrial grain – oilseed – 
livestock complex, [and with it,] a precarious 
biophysical foundation and an illusion of efficiency. 
[…] With converging problems of soil erosion, 
diminishing freshwater availability, the decline of 
key non-renewable resources, and climate change –
while] at the same time [contributing] to climate 
change itself– the entire complex becomes less and 
less stable (Weis, 2013, p.66).
To paraphrase Weis (ibid.), the aggressive environmental 
impact of the industrial grain–oilseed– livestock complex 
is a result of its fossil fuel-hungry methodology. The author 
explains that to sustain billions of livestock, hectares of 
grain and oilseed crops are grown in the southern USA, in 
South America and South Asia. Following harvest, the 
grain is flown to cattle in facilities principally located in 
New Zealand, midlands USA, Western Europe, and 
southern Canada. Once grown and processed into meat, 
the majority of products are then shipped to Southeast 
Asia, Africa, and China where the demand for flesh has 
recently surged (Buller and Roe, 2018; FAO, 2009 in Weis, 
2013). Under this methodology, and in satisfying the 
production of roughly 300 million tonnes of meat per year, 
‘livestock production accounts for nearly 80% of the entire 
industrial agricultural sector’s [greenhouse-gas] emissions’. 
These emissions are forecasted to increase as production 
reaches for 460 million tonnes of meat per annum by 2050 
(McMichael et al., 2007, p.55).
It has not been lost on environmental scientists that the 
rate at which the industrial-agricultural complex devours 
fossil fuels has outpaced the planet’s capacity to naturally 
reproduce them (Bajželj et al., 2014). In 2009, a collective 
between Stockholm University, the Australian National 
University, and the University of Copenhagen established 
nine Earth system processes integral to the health of 
ecosystem services and environmental sustainability. These 
system processes, which include the planet’s capacity to 
maintain its own biospheric integrity, climate, ocean 
basicity/acidity, ozone composition, atmospheric aerosol 
loading, biogeochemical flows, freshwater cycles, and 
miscellaneous entities, are irreversibly compromised by the 
overconsumption of Earth’s limited resources. These nine 
processes are deeply interdependent, and therefore the 
status of one is relative to the status of the others. (O’Neill 
et al., 2018; Stockholm University, 2009).
The consequences of our insatiable appetite for food and 
fuel have already impaired three key system processes that 
The stuff of food constantly shifts register between 
matter and meaning; animal and meat; calories and 
flavours, stretching and folding the time/spaces of 
here and now, ‘us’ and ‘them’, producing and 
consuming in complex and contested ways (Probyn, 
1999 in Stassart and Whatmore, 2003, p.450).
Meat consumption has entangled our human histories and 
lived experiences with those of other animals and humans 
unlike any other food. This co-evolution of experiences finds 
itself in deeply embedded sociocultural materials such as 
feasting and fasting rituals, religious dogma, gendered role 
divisions, ethics discourse, animal domestication, slaughter 
procedures, and government policies the world over (Fiddes, 
2004; Pollan, 2006; Smil, 2002). Such materials have designed 
meat’s status as a coveted luxury, a symbol of supremacy, a 
delicious meal, another life, a cheap nugget, and an unnecessary 
indulgence; igniting impassioned debate over the ethics and 
procedures of killing and eating other animals for centuries 
(Preece, 2009; Spencer, 1996; Zaraska, 2016). Yet the draw of 
profit, progress, and power has moved humans over the course 
of history to continually develop new methods, tools, and 
systems to make meat’s acquisition easier at the expense of 
other animals, human communities, and environments 
(Lymbery, 2014). At long last, the far-reaching ethical and 
physical implications of intensively raising billions of animals 
for a meat-hungry and swelling human population of 7.7 
billion people has brought attention for a need to challenge 
normative patterns of meat production and consumption 
(Bajželj et al., 2014; Machovina et al., 2015). A global crisis and 
a global opportunity; the question of contemporary meat 
consumption creates space to disrupt business-as-usual, 
and make way for more collective and participatory futures 
of eating and living with other humans and animals.
Tony Weis (2013, p.65) situates meat at the epicentre of 
today’s ‘global food crisis’; a crisis the author describes as 
marked by a ‘combination of recurring food price volatility 
and uneven social fallout’ as seen in recent and persistent 
spikes of food insecurity and malnourished communities 
around the world. Weis suggests that this volatility stems 
from unrealistic and excessive demands on industrial 
livestock production, and the concurrent pressures the 
industrial-agricultural complex diverts into grain and 
oilseed production for animal feed and ethanol for 
agricultural machinery (Blas and Meyer, 2012 and Jarosz, 
2009 in Weis 2013). Weis observes that with 446 million 
ha of food crops – roughly one-third of the world’s total 
harvested land area – dedicated to the production of feed 
for livestock
118 Speculative Futures for Mindful Meat Consumption and Production
populations affected by nutrition-related diseases such as 
obesity, heart disease, and type-2 diabetes (Nestle, 2013). 
Gary Nabhan (2014, p.8) looks at ethnobiology as a 
predictive science to gauge public health, and links the 
dietary disease epidemic directly to depreciated biospheric 
integrity, noting that ‘as the diversity of nutrients and 
chemo-protective compounds has declined in the [Western] 
diet, we have also witnessed a dramatic increase in 
nutrition-related diseases’. A worrisome trend, not only 
because recent ‘assessments suggest [that] one fifth of the 
world’s plant species are currently under threat of 
extinction […] including food species [with] valuable 
nutrient densities and immuno-protective compounds’, but 
likewise that important food crops not exclusive to rice, 
wheat, coffee and peas suffer depreciated nutritional value 
as human activity pushes atmospheric CO2 levels higher 
(Myers, 2014; Zhu, 2018).
A landscape of cheap and easy food of low nutritional 
quality is part and parcel to a dynamic of societal, 
economic, cultural, and technological influences that have 
consequently ushered prevailing attitudes about cooking, 
and about cooks. Omnipresent accessibility to readily 
eatable food promotes a sense that the need to cook is as 
minimal as it is desirable or expected, meanwhile enlisting 
consumers’ trust in commercial foods to safely meet 
nutritional needs (Pollan, 2014; Nestle, 2013). Perhaps not 
surprisingly, such shifting attitudes toward cooking have 
recast the practice from being the daily necessity of every 
household, to an infrequent activity best executed by 
experts and celebrities. Writer Michael Pollan (2014, p.4) 
muses that our increasing distance from the materiality of 
food and the practice of cooking has created what he coins 
a ‘Cooking Paradox’. This paradox, he describes, is an 
increasing obsession with watching and knowing-about 
food preparation through food-related entertainment, 
celebrity chefs, and social media, while being simultaneously 
removed from the embodied practices of actually cooking. 
Such practices of being materially engaged with food 
correspond with developing bodily and tacit knowledge 
through meal preparation, social skills through 
commensality, and articulating care through the making 
and sharing of food (Belasco, 2008; Cairns et al., 2010). 
Although it is argued that this new fascination with food 
media has generated a provisional ‘digital commensality’ 
through the sharing of food-related imagery, video, and 
sound through digital social media (Abend, 2010; Spence, 
2019, par.3), the simulation of food breeds distinctly 
different social ontologies than what comes of our engagement 
with the literal stuff of cooking and eating. Consequently 
this changes the way we come to know food itself; what it 
is, where it comes from, and why it does what it does.
Scholars such as Marchand (2010), Pink (2011), and 
Richman-Kenneally (2017) have drawn attention to how 
embodied human actions and practices – such as cooking 
and eating – shape and are shaped by the built and unbuilt 
environments in which they are situated. The rather sudden 
could have far-reaching effects into what, how, and if we eat 
tomorrow (Stockholm University, 2020). They include 
biospheric integrity, climate regulation, and biogeochemical 
flows. To provide context through the example of these 
three processes, Earth’s self-governance of climate and 
biogeochemical flows is vital in maintaining consistent 
atmospheric conditions necessary for the survival of 
different species in different environments. That these 
processes should be incapacitated effects biospheric 
integrity – or the diversity of species – given many species 
are ill-equipped to adapt to consistently unpredictable 
weather patterns, temperature, and pH fluctuations in the 
air, soil, and water (Arsenault, 2017; Thrupp, 2000).
Over half a century ago, the publication of Rachel 
Carson’s Silent Spring (2002 [1962]) warned the 
devastating effects on biodiversity and public health that 
would come of the Green Revolution’s pervasive single-
species food crops (‘monocrops’), and the sustained 
application of synthetic pesticides and fertilizers to secure 
predictable crop yield. Yet despite Carson’s prognostications, 
the increased use of chemical growing applications and the 
loss of biospheric integrity has only accelerated over the 
past sixty years. This has resulted in continual species 
extinctions, impaired ecosystem services, and food crops 
that experience a greater frequency of disease and difficult 
growing conditions as nutrient-dense, life-supportive 
topsoil declines and anthropogenic emissions accelerate the 
effects of climate change (Arsenault, 2017). This becomes 
notably worrisome for a food system reliant on a small 
handful of species to function, and likewise, for a global 
population with a relationally restricted diet (Nestle, 2013).
60% of the world’s food crops comprise three species of 
grain: rice, wheat, and maize. These crops constitute the 
dietary preponderance for humans around the world (FAO, 
2016), as seen in the ubiquitousness of grain-based staples 
such as noodles, porridges, and breads, snack-foods like 
cookies and crisps, beers and whiskeys, and as the high-
fructose corn syrup found in many beverages (Fussell, 2004; 
Pollan, 2006). However, less obvious is the similar 
dependence of livestock on the very same crops. That ‘70% of 
grain [supplies in] developed countries are fed to animals, 
[and that] livestock consume an estimated one-third … of the 
world’s cereal’ production (Eisler et al, 2014, par. 5) presents 
questions worth considering should any of these essential 
crops approach long-term failure (Cribb, 2016). Would we 
endeavour to manufacture even more resilient cultivars of 
rice, wheat, and maize to persist against changing 
environmental conditions, as we do today (Jacobsen et al, 
2013)? Or, would we learn to transition into new patterns of 
production and consumption that work with climatic shifts, 
and implement greater biodiversity throughout the food 
chain so as to lessen the burden of sustaining a world of 
animals on three species of plants (Tscharntke et al, 2012)?
Scholars and health practitioners already suspect the 
limited diversity of nutrients/limited food sources in the 
human diet is already responsible for the swell of 
Speculative Futures for Mindful Meat Consumption and Production 119
overlooked interdependencies of human/animal labour in 
meat processing; their co-constitution of shared knowledges, 
and also their shared sufferings. By drawing both human 
and nonhuman labourers in meat processing to a level 
plane as co-workers, her investigations illuminate the 
sentience and personhood that demands affording to other 
animals. A concern already long built by leading philosopher 
on the subject, Peter Singer (1974), Wolfe (2008) furthers 
animal equity discourse in noting the contingency of 
sentience and personhood to juridicial rights and entitlements, 
and questions the contradiction of providing human-people 
rights and legal protections, yet not providing the same for 
other animal-people.
Certainly, the literal and figurative distances applied 
between meat and animal, and the commodification of 
human and nonhuman lives in meat production expounds, 
as Burt (2006, p.124) describes
A more general structure of exploitation and 
dominion […] Once one begins to take a large-scale 
perspective of the networks of which [animal] 
slaughter is part, then the cultural attitudes to meat 
[…] how we assume meat is perceived, and what it 
means symbolically, [become] more than just 
abstract[ions] of the human relation to the animal 
kingdom. […] As Nick Fiddes [author of Meat: A 
natural symbol (2004)] notes, ‘Our use of meat as 
food reflects our categorization of- and our relations 
towards animals as competitors, companions and 
[as] resources’.
Jonathan Safran Foer (2010, p.102) writes, ‘having little 
exposure to animals makes it much easier to push aside 
questions about how our actions might influence their 
treatment’. In regards to raising and killing of animals for 
food – ‘out of sight, out of mind’ – writes Foer, ‘the problem 
posed by meat has become an abstract one: there is no 
individual animal, no singular look of joy or suffering, no 
wagging tail, and no scream’. Distanced from a concrete 
relationship with food animals, through the work of Roe 
and Buller (2018), we can see how the practice of eating 
animals with care becomes increasingly based upon a 
composite of both implicit and explicit socio-culturally-
created and oft-anthropomorphized cues that make up 
‘animal welfare’ (Bray et al., 2016; Cole and Stewart, 2014). 
Here, certification labels, public policies, meat safety audits, 
and frameworks of ‘quality assurances’ train consumers how 
to expect ethics of care translated through the food supply 
chain via grocery bills, advertising, and packaging (Evans 
and Miele, 2008; Manning, 2006; Perry and Grace, 2015).
For most consumers, understanding and responding 
‘right’ care in meat consumption amid the shifting planes 
of contemporary technology, media, industry objectives, 
economic and environmental in/stability, embodied 
experience, and questions of justice is difficult to navigate 
(Miele and Evans, 2010; Cairns and Johnston, 2018; 
Tonsor, 2013). Yet perhaps it is because it is difficult to 
move toward the kitchen oven’s obsolescence from new 
housing developments following broader industry 
inclinations to cater to a generation of young people more 
focused on expediency than on cooking, poses an 
interesting example. As the acts and appliances of cooking 
recede from contemporary kitchens, Underwood (2020) 
writes how meal-delivery and meal-kit services mediated 
through digital applications have consequently become a 
$4.3-billion Canadian industry, and how a new market of 
small, fast-cooking countertop appliances – like the 
Instant Pot and convection microwave – has materialized 
almost overnight. In her article, Underwood muses about 
how this reshapes social events of gathering in the kitchen. 
Given the oven’s significant physical presence, and the 
lengthy time it uses to cook food, she contemplates how its 
absence would affect former socializing spent in the 
kitchen waiting for meals to be ready, and she questions 
where people might gather in the absence of a warm hearth.
Such contemplations about the nature of the home 
kitchen hold additional speculative worth as, at the time of 
writing, the production and consumption of food at home 
has become radically changed as a result of isolation 
mandates and business closures resulting from the 
COVID-19 pandemic. As consumers experience reduced 
restaurant, delivery, and take-out access (Bon Appétit, 
2020), in addition to new concerns about food safety and 
origin related to the novel coronavirus (Ahuja, 2020; FDA, 
2020), cooking and eating at home has become salient. For 
example, eating at home in Britain typically comprises 69% 
of mealtimes, though the Agriculture and Horticulture 
Development Board posit this figure has increased 38% 
during the country’s lockdown (AHDB, 2020). Considering 
similar patterns can be expected across the world, coinciding 
school closures, mass layoffs, and more people working and 
studying from home, this would imply families spending 
greater amounts of time eating and potentially cooking 
together. This offers interesting space to imagine how such 
a change in social dynamics has the potential to shift 
values, roles, and interactions within the unbuilt 
environment of the home. This, coupled with heightened 
demand on restaurant/meal-kit delivery services and online 
grocery shopping (Felton, 2020; Sagan, 2020), business closures, 
and financial strain caused by widespread unemployment 
(Maclean’s, 2020) forecasts a very different material 
environment related to food inside and outside the home.
As food’s sourcing, procurement, and cooking is 
increasingly delegated to anonymous third parties and 
machines, it is suggested that it reconfigures the 
architecture of our kitchens and social engagements, as 
much as it does the architecture of our relationships with 
who and what is responsible for our meals (Buller and Roe, 
2018). The systemic veiling of animal slaughter for food is a 
particularly salient example, both in relation to the lives of 
the livestock in question, but also to the human lives 
responsible for their caring. Porcher (2006; 2011), for 
example, writes extensively about the misunderstood and 
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logic, fixity, and persistence that fosters limited space for 
the contextual nuances of how others live and eat, or want 
to live and eat. ‘We need other narratives’, writes Stengers 
(2011, p.371), ‘narratives that populate our worlds and 
imaginations in a different way’. Thus to circumvent the 
impasse of ‘impending crises’ that such reciprocally toxic 
structures suggest, as Stengers (2005; 2016) and Escobar 
(2018) encourage, it becomes imperative to speculate on 
and build new politico-ontological ‘ecologies of practice’ 
that enable a pluriversally response-able and responsive, 
‘world where many worlds fit’. By allowing ‘collective 
political agency, democratic pluralism, innovation […] 
inspiration, and the flight of imagination (Diprose, 2017, 
pp.41–42)’ to take place, we might redistribute power, and 
reinvent how it’s used.
Though the narrative of the industrial-agricultural 
complex implies terminal destruction, it likewise provides 
the grounds for hopeful, productive contrast where ‘a 
different, more creative, and more responsible sensitivity may 
be cultivated’ (Savransky et al., 2017, p.6). The persistent use 
of the words ‘crisis’, ‘epidemic’, and so forth breeds a sense of 
hopelessness, but it is because hopelessness provokes fight 
and faith, anger and agonism, that ‘speculative futures arise 
out of what seems impossible (ibid.)’. Consequently, 
industrial animal-agriculture comes not without its 
contrasting challengers motivated to build hope-full futures.
Ripples of disruption to the status quo can be seen in the 
mobilization of citizen-consumers from diverse 
socioeconomic backgrounds seeking alternatives to 
conventional meat products (de Bakker and Dagevos, 2012), 
and through pioneering cross-cultural partnerships of 
international NGOs, knowledge transfer academics, 
ethnographers, and farmers looking to improve animal 
welfare on a world scale (Buller and Roe, 2018; Li et al., 
2013). Brimming with promise, yet not without its 
controversy, engineers and entrepreneurs have emerged to 
feed the world’s appetite for protein through cellular 
agriculture and the production of meat without animal 
slaughter (McHugh, 2010; Hogan, 2019; Shaw and Iomaire, 
2019; Schaefer, 2018). Meanwhile, farmers, peasants, and 
Indigenous peoples spanning North to South America work 
on food policy reform through community events, rallies, 
and forging ‘unity in diversity’ (Desmarais and Wittman, 
2014; Galiano Conservancy, 2019; La Via Campesina, 
2020). Seemingly everywhere, a movement of chefs 
promoting a nose-to-tail culinary ethos by introducing 
diners to offal, bones, and marrow demonstrates the 
gastronomic and compensatory value of formerly unwanted 
animal by-products (Fearnley-Whittingstall, 2007; 
Neshevich, 2015; Philpot, 2007; Reed, 2013). While diners 
eat whole-hog, other progressively minded chefs are 
producing menus focused on ‘eating down’ the food chain by 
featuring insects and invasive species in their restaurants to 
promote alternative sources of protein (Billock, 2016; As it 
Happens, 2018; Ewbank, 2018; McMillan, 2016). Similarly, 
as agribusiness continues to erode soil fertility through 
navigate that consumers of late have been responding with 
greater demand for corporate clarity and transparency; and 
thus why ‘farm animal welfare has become increasingly 
commodified within the food chain either as a component 
of added product or brand value, as a form of food chain 
legitimation and assurance, or as a form of alternative 
ethical consumption practice’ (Buller and Roe, 2018, p.84).
Lockie (2002, p.278) calls the relative activity or 
passivity that consumers articulate within the food supply 
chain ‘action at a distance’; the result of a combination of 
subconscious and conscious decisions made about a food 
choice that consequently influences the nature of 
production output (de Backer and Hudders, 2015; Onel et 
al., 2018). Reciprocally, producers direct consumer 
purchasing by assessing behavioural economics, and by 
employing various incentives and marketing strategies 
(Bhargava, 2015; Hamlin, 2010; Kjellberg and Helgesson, 
2007). What results is a ‘shifting locus of power within 
food systems’ (Lockie, 2002, p.279) that, pushed between 
producers and consumers, determines what is produced, 
how, why, and by whom. As we have seen above, this locus 
of power has the capacity to influence the very reaches of 
material culture, justice, ethics, and planetary 
sustainability – depending upon who maintains the lion’s 
share, what their objectives are, and where their values lie.
The former part of this essay attempts to elucidate the 
reciprocal constitution of normative conditions born of 
industrial meat consumption/production patterns that 
become agentive in building the future worlds in which we 
co-exist. The inherently unstable nature of the industrial 
agricultural complex and its co-evolution of unstable 
structures thus prompts considering Félix Guattari’s 
(2005) construction of ecosophy. In his ‘ethico-political 
articulation’ of actor-network theory, recognizing and 
engaging with the interdependencies of environment, 
social relations, and actor subjectivity is key in remediating 
ecological equilibrium. To respond and in response to the 
fluctuating influences of these three arenas, in what 
Guattari calls ‘heterogenesis’, actors are continually 
engaged in reassembling themselves, their environments, 
their relationships, and each other. This collectively 
transforms the ecology as a whole, which in turn influences 
new social, environmental, and subjective conditions, thus 
sustaining a perpetual state of reiterative change. 
Consequently, as the nature of these conditions depend 
upon our participation, this urges us to consider how we 
choose to participate with and influence them. Hence we 
will frame the latter part of this essay with a quote from 
Donna Haraway (2015, p.xiv): ‘It matters which worlds 
world worlds. It matters who eats whom and how. It is a 
material question for cosmopolitical critters’.
Channelling Weis (2013), the meat of the global food 
crisis thusly becomes not about meat, exactly, but about the 
disproportionate amount of power held by corporate 
interests to reproduce structures from which they benefit. 
Consequently, it is a power that guides a unitarian sense of 
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Rather, ‘this focus upon mixing […] the social, technological, 
and natural, is [about] a process’ (Wilbert, 2008, p.34, 
emphasis mine) whereby collective engagement generates 
critical and creative thinking and action in order to open 
worlds to potentiality, and circumvent the ‘ruin’ of 
totalitarianism, its stagnation, and its political and biological 
determinism (Diprose, 2017, p.49). In this collision of 
critical and creative responses, conflict, messiness, and 
uncertainty are necessary in producing possible futures 
(Pink et al., 2018). Therefore what is speculative, is how we 
approach this regenerative and reciprocal dynamic of 
worlding worlds, and how we decide to work-with and 
become-with one another in building hope-full futures. 
Should we use the above collection of initiatives as fertile 
ground from which to launch (Whitehead, 2010 [1929]), 
we can speculate the expansion of new constellations of 
vibrant things that make diverse narratives and inform new 
networks of doing and being (Bennett, 2010).
According to Wilbert (2008, p.46), ‘In a variety of 
academic disciplines in recent years there has been a move 
toward treating the nonhuman realm of machines, 
buildings, animals, microbes, winds, currents, and ‘things’ 
as potential actors [and] effective entities in constant 
relational intra-action’ in the making-of worlds. This 
suggests it ‘is perhaps no accident […] at a time when 
environments are aggressively converted into capitalist-
focused production regimes’. In a sentiment shared by the 
ancient Buddhist doctrine of dependent co-arising (Macy, 
1979), if anything is to be observed in the radical 
relationality of all things, it is that ‘we design our world, 
and our world designs us back’ (Escobar, 2018, p.4). 
Therefore to challenge the designs of industrial animal-
agriculture is to challenge the designing of more mindful, 
more response-able worlds – that in turn, will design us back 
with the same consignment of care. It is an endeavour that 
necessitates and therefore values everyone’s contribution.
If this essay is to demonstrate anything, it is that the 
stuff of food connects, destroys, and creates. To borrow 
from Stassart and Whatmore (2003, p.449), ‘food [is] a 
ready messenger of connectedness and affectivity across the 
growing distance between […] production and 
consumption, and the enduring intimacies between human 
and nonhuman bodies’. As a universally embedded and 
omnipresent food, to which nearly everyone shares a 
relationship regardless of geography or sociocultural 
disposition (Fiddes, 2004; Leroy et. al, 2015; Smil, 2013), 
meat becomes a particularly striking vehicle for 
connectivity. As such, meat’s political concerns become 
something to which nearly anyone can respond, and can 
therefore effect profound change. It provides an 
opportunity to stand-with, make-with, and become-with a 
diversity of humans and nonhumans in their manifold 
struggles to live, eat, and die with each other with greater 
response-ability and dignity (Haraway, 2016; Rosner, 2018; 
Tallbear, 2014).
biophysical overrides and the expansion of monocrops, other 
collectives move to reintroduce biodiversity into abandoned 
agricultural and industrial sites through re-wilding 
initiatives (Monbiot, 2014). Out of Italy, Slow Food 
International works to preserve heritage breeds of livestock 
through its colourful Terra Madre events and education 
programs that link artisanal and traditionally-minded 
producers with eaters at the intersections of biodiversity 
conservation, community, and a love for food and cooking 
(Slow Food, 2015). Elsewhere in County Clare, Ireland, a 
group of producers called the Burren Food Trail invites 
tourists to connect rich local food traditions with the rocky 
landscape through culinary events that feature locally raised 
lamb, pork, and beef under the umbrella of Irish hospitality 
(Duram and Cawley, 2012; Taste the Burren, 2019). Across 
the Atlantic Ocean in Georgia, USA, White Oak Pastures 
works with animals and ecosystems to produce carbon-
negative beef (White Oak Pastures, 2019). Further still, a 
surfacing of urbanite hunters, roadkill-eaters and backyard 
chicken-keepers demonstrates a sea-change of civic action to 
democratize protein acquisition and consumption (Blecha 
and Leitner, 2014; Brulliard, 2019; Eat Wild, 2020; 
LaBadie, 2008). Though this list is far from exhaustive, it 
serves to suggest that coupled with today’s burgeoning 
market of plant-based meat alternatives, producers and 
consumers alike from far and wide would seem to be paying 
greater attention to the origin of what’s on their plates, now 
and for the future (Fortune, 2019; Good Food Institute, 
2019; Poore and Nemecek, 2018; Watrous, 2018).
This is not to say a handful of innovators can 
singlehandedly sustain the world’s swelling appetite for 
meat, nor does this list suggest carving distinctions 
between capitalistic forms of production/consumption and 
alternative methods. Rather, it is to acknowledge that 
alternative methods of eating and feeding may entwine 
with normative ways of doing business, and that different 
configurations of production/consumption, economic 
exchange, and distributions of agency can become 
increasingly possible, should we attend to their co-
flourishing (Haraway, 2016).
Connected by a shared desire for change, as this perfunctory 
list of initiatives suggests, a future of mindful meat consumption 
and production is far from speculative. Here, now, yesterday, 
and tomorrow ‘machines, laws, guns, words, computer 
programs, people, and other fleshy beings’ (Wilbert, 2008, 
p.34), whether they know it or not, are engaged in the 
collaborative constitution of care-full, responsive, mindful 
meat production and consumption networks where even 
capitalist objectives can share equitable space with 
appropriately-paid farmers, the roaming tendencies of 
cattle, home cooks, vegetarians, and microbe-rich topsoil. 
In short, ‘a society […] reinstrumentalized to satisfy the 
twin goals of conviviality and efficiency in a post-industrial 
framework’ (Escobar, 2018, p.9).
This isn’t to encourage striving for a moral or political 
utopia for the future of meat consumption/production. 
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